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not tested suffered because of the focus on the standardized tests.
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rephrasing questions, were considered to occur more frequently.
Teachers were aware of extensive use of test results for external
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questions, teachers could point to many benefits from standardized
testing, but they felt that these were outweighed by the drawbacks.
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Traditionally standardized tests of achievement were used to report to

arents and to monitor state and district trends. Such tests had almost no effect on
instruction because teachers paid so little attention to them. According to a national
survey conducted by Goslin in 1967, teachers only inf 'e?uently used the results of
standardized tests and reported virtually no influence of test content on teaching
methods or course content. This picture changed, however, beginning with the
minimum competency testing movement in the 1970s and educational reforms in the
1980s. It was the explicit intention of reformers in recent decades to change
instruction by imposing tests.

The dcbate about the positive or negative effects of testing on instruction is
now a familiar one. Proponents of test-based reforms saw tests as a means for
external agencies, such as the state or district, to set standards and assure their
attainment. This position was best exemplified by Popham’s (1987) advocacy of
measurement-driven instruction. Popham argued that if tests measure important
skills and have sufficiently high stakes, they will serve as "instructional magnets" thus
dramatically improving the efficiency and effectiveness of instruction. Opponents of
high-stakes, externally-mandated tests protested, however, that such tests would have
a deleterious effect on the quality of education by narrowing the focus of instruction
to only tested content and by encouraging presentation of content in fragmented bits
(Bracey, 1987).

Evidence to support the positive claims for measurement-driven instruction
comes primarily from ‘:&h-stakes tests themselves. For example, Popham, Cruse,
Rankin, Sandifer, and Williams (1985) and Popham (1987) pointed to the steeply
rising passing rates on minimum competency tests as demonstrations that MDI had
improved student learning. In South Carolina, for instance, the percentage of first
graders gassing the state’s basic skills assessment in reading increased from 70% in
1981 to 80% in 1984. In first grade mathematics the passing rate increased from 68%
to 81% (Popham gt al.,, 1985). Similar gains were reported in other grades levels and
in other states. Popham ¢t al. (1985) also observed instructional changes being made
in response to high-stakes tests, such as the use of test specifications as instructional

uides, and noted that the greatest gains in achievement occurred where there had
een the greatest efforts to direct instruction toward the test.

It is possible, however, for test scores to go up without there being a .
cominensurate gain in learning. The possibility that high-stakes testing &ograms can
produce inflated or spurious results was suggested, for example, by the Cannell’s
(1987) finding that all 50 states claimed to be above average. Independent evidence
of achievement trends from the National Assessment provides both good news and
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bad news for proponents of measurement-driven instruction. Student performance
has improved, according to the NAEP, in basic reading and math skills during the
period of high-stakes testing. At the same time, however, there has been no gain or a
decrease in higher-order, advanced skills. Many attribute this pattern of results to
the negative influence of stondardized testing on teaching and learning.

Evidence documenting the negative influence of testing on ir<truction is
limited to a few studies. Darling-Hammond and Wise (1985) reported that teachers
in their study were J:ressured to "teach the test." Teachers gave specific examples,
such as being asked to write materials similar to the test to give their students
practice, and giving up on essay tests so that classroom experiences would more
closely parallel standardized tests. State and district testing directors interviewed by
She%rd (1990a, 199(b) acknowledged that teachers generalcl’y "sgend more time
teaching the specific objectives on the test(s) than they would if the tests were not
require ™ Testing directors were divided, howeves, as to whether they saw the
influence of tests as positive or negative. Some believed that focusing instruction was
bereficial because it ensured that essential skills were taught. Others regretted that
higher-order thinking skills and subjects like science and social studies suffered
because of the emphasis on basics.

Smith, Edelsky, Draper, Rottenberg, and Cherland (1990) conducted an 18-
month observational study of testing effects in two schools. Their key findings,
summarized in Rottenberg and Smith (1990), were as follows. (1) "External testing
reduces the time available for ordinary instruction.” (p. 5) Smith gt al. estimated that
in elementiary grades test-related activities including test preparaticn, internal
testing, and recovery from testing as well as the test administration per s¢ take over
100 hours, exquivalent to a full three to four weeks of school. (2) "In high stakes
environments, schools neglect material that the external tests do not include." (p. 6)
Specifically, teachers spend little time on science, social studies, and writing,
concentrating instead on reading, word recognition, recognition of errors in spelling,
usage, punztuation, and arithmetic operations. (3) "External testing encourages use
of instructional methods that resemble testing." (p. 8) For example in one school
where test scores fell just short of a year's growth in an%ua e, the principal created a
daily review program that required pupils to answer multip e-choice questions on
grammar, usage, punctuation, and capitaiization.

Romberg, Zarinnia, and Williams (1989) reported survey results for a
national sample of eighth-grade mathematics teachers. Teachers were asked about
the uses made of state and district test results and about the influence of tests on
teaching. Teachers said that as a result of testing they had increased instruction in
areas such as basic skills (30% of the 354 respondents), ncil and paper
computation (25%), topics emphasized on the test (24%), problem solving (23%),
and direct instruction to the whole class (16%). Instructional activities that
decreased in response to testing were extended project work (19%), use of
calculators (16 ?, topics not emphasized on the test (14%), use of computers (13%),
and cooperative fearning (10%). Romberg et al. concluded that instructional
changes promoted by standardized testing were antithetical to the kinds of

instructional changes sought by the mathematics communliv?' and represented in the
NCTM glm'gnmmmﬁ&mmmmm&ml_mmmm (1989). -

The present study was part of a larger research project concerned with both
the effect of testing on insiruction and on student learning. In the larger study
(Xoretz, Linn, Dunbar, & Shepard, 1991) the effect of standardized testing on
student achievement was examined by administering a variety of other measures,
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both standardized tests and alternative tests, to see if students really knew what they
appeared to know based on their publicly-reported high-stakes test scores. The study
reported here addressed the effects of standardized testing on instruction. It was
intended in particular to extend the work of Smith gt &:. (1990) and Romberg ¢t al.
(1989). What do elementary teachers in two high-stakes districts perceive to be the
influences of testing on their teaching? Are high-stakes uses or pressure to raise test
scores associated with instructional changes? What specific kinds 6Finstructional
activities do they change in response to tests? We were also interested in the kinds of
uses made of test results, and in teachers’ perceptions of the importance given to test
results? Finally, how much time is ?ent testing and in preparing for tests? What
kinds of test greparation strategies do teachers use? Are teachers aware of cheating
or questionable testing practices?

METHODS

Teachers in two high-stakes school districts were surveg}ed by meansof a
question.naire addressing {est-preparation practices and the etfects of testing on
instruction. Sampling procedures, response rates, and the survey instrument are
described in the following sections. :

Sampling and response rates

The high-stakes districts in this study were the same ones described in Koretz,
Linn, Dunber, and Sh%pard (1991). The; were selected according to the following
criteria: (1) their standardized testing programs were described by their Directors of
Testing and Research as having very high stakes; (2) they represented different
geographic regions of the country;g?a) they administered very popular but different
standardized tests; (4) they had sufficiently large minori?' populations; and (5) the
Directors of Testing and Research and district personnel were willing to participate.
For pu?oses of the Koretz gt al. study it was also essential that only large districts be
selected to allow for different random samples of classrooms to take different
alternative tests. District A is located in the southeast and has an enroliment greater
then 60,000 with a%pron‘matel{ 30 percent minority students. District B is located in
the southwest and has an enrollment greater than 50,000. About three-quarters of
District B’s schools have minority enrollraents above 70 percent.

Within the two high-stakes districts the intended sample of teachers consisted
of two groups. First, we wished to include all the third-, fifth-, and sixth-grade
teachers in the random samcics of schools selected for the pupil testing part of the
project. In addition, beceus. we feared that teachers’ responses might be biased by
the effect of giving an adc tional test as part of the research study, we identified a
second random sample of schools and targeted the third-, fifth-, and sixth-grade
teachers in those schools as well.

Because neither district had directories of teachers names available,
questionnaires were distributed through school principais. Individual stamped
envelopes were attached to each questionnaire to enable: returns directly to the
researchers. Principals were also asked to'return a form with exact counts of the
third-, fifth., and sixth-grade teachers in each school.

Because of the constraints of the student testing portion of the research, the
distributicn of the teacher questionnaires was poorly timed. To avoid illegitimate
practice on parallel forms of the districts’ regular standardized tests, the parallel
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forms test could not be administered until after the districts’ normal standardized
testing period in April. It was also decided that the teacher questionnaire should not
be administered until after all standardized testing had been completed for the year.
As a result the teacher questionnaires were distributed the third week in May, 1990
with only two weeks remaining until the end of the school year. This timing
undoubtedly reduced return rates.

To calculate response rates we estimated the numbers of teachers in the
intended samples from the counts sent to us by responsive principals plus the
estimated numbeis of teachers in schools where the principal did not respond but at
least one teacher did. We did not include in the estimate counts for those schools
where we never heard from the principal or the teachers, because we believed in
these cases that the questionnaires were never distributed to teachers. In District A,
80 teachers responded for a response rate of 37%. In District B, the response rate
was helped by a follow-up letter sent to principals in August just as teachers were
returning to school; 280 teachers responded from District B, or 44% of the intended
sample. Altogether 360 teachers responded, representing approximately 100
schools, for a combined response rate of 42%.

Teacher questionnaire

A four-page ques‘ionr. sire was developed to include questions in the
following categories: Pressure ic improve test scores, instructional effects,
preparation for tests, controversial testing practices, uses of test data, positive and
negative effects of standardized testing, and background information on teachers and
schools.® Specific questionnaire items are displayed in the results section of the
paper. We also provided teachers with two open-ended questions asking them to
report on specific examgles of positive or negative influences of standardized tests on
their teaching or on students in their classroom. :

RESULTS

Factor analysis

To simplify reporting of results we wished to consider groupings of similar
items. Factor analysis was used to check on the validity or meaningfulness of
intended subscales. Principle axis factoring with iterated communalities was applied;
because the factors were expected to be correlated an oblique rotation was specified.
Using a criterion of an eigenvalue greater than one, it was possible to extract 20
factors. However, examination of the scree plot suggested either 11 or nine factors.
We eventually settled on a nine-factor solution because this produced more
interpretable results without items in the last factors loading on multiple factors. The
results of the factor analysis are reported in Table 1.

*In devising questions on instructional changes we arew specific examples from the
study by Romberg ¢t al. of secondary mathematics and developed our own exemplars
for reading and for elementary grades mathematics. We are also grateful to Mary
Lee Smith for suggesting test preparation and instructional effects items base! on the
Smith et al. study. We thank Evelyn Brzezinski and Michael Hiscox of Interwzst
Applied Research for their advice and help in designing the final format of the
questionnaire.
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Whereas in advance we had anticipated that there might be one general
factor explaining attitudes toward tests, pressure for accountability , and instructional
effects, instead we found that there were discrete factors corresponding to each of
the subparts of the questionnaire. In addition three of the questionnaire subparts
were each further subdivided into two distinct but correlated factors, Factor 1
included all of the items about controversial testing practices; these item were used
then to create the Controversial Testing Practices subscale (('.'ontrov). The specific
items comprising this scale are listed in Table 6. Factor 2and Factor 7 weie
composed of subsets of items from the Testing and Instruciion part of the instrument
(see Tables 3 & 4). We had cted that when teachers emphasized basic skills
instruction, vocabulary lists and the like, they would necessanly give less attention to
higher-order skills and activities such as extended project work in mathen atics.
Instead, items in Factor 2 which we labeled Skills Instruction (Skillins) and those in
Factor 7 which we called Divergent Instructional Practices (Divergen) formed two
distinct factors. Interestingly these two factors were slightly positively correlated (r =
.2) rather than inversely related.

Factor 3 corresponded exactly to the Test Preparation (Testprep) subscale
ggee Table 5). Factors 4 and 9 were subdivisions of the Test Use questions (see
ables 7 & 8). Because one set of items referred to uses of tests such as newspaper
rankings, comparing districts and comparing srhools we called it the External Uses of
Tests scale (Extuse). The other set, consisting of items such as evaluating teachers,
?;naluat;ng principals, and allocating resources, was labelled Internal Uses of Tests
tuse).

The positive and negative statements devised to assess the effects of
standardized tests were sorted precisely into two separate factors, Factors 5 and 6.
The Pro Standardized Testing scale (Pro-tests) included items such as, "Standardized
testing is helping schools improve," and "Tests give me important feedback about
how well I am teaching in each curricular area.” The scale we identified as
Measurement-Driven Instruction (Measdriv) was marked by items such as, ‘There
are exciting new curriculum developments (e.g., whole language, minds-on-science)
that I haven’t implemented because they aren’t compatible with the tests we're |
measured by," and "I tend to drill students on basic skills because that is the only way
I can be sure they will get what they really need to know."

Five items about sources of pressure to raise test scores comprised Factor 8
(Pressure). Only four items in the entire questionnaire did not fit with their intended
subscale: ‘writing essays, use of multiple choice exercises, timed computational
exercises, and the use of test scores to promote or retain students. These items were
omitted from the analysis of subscales and are reported on separately.

Pressure to raise test scores

Consistent with the selection of these districts as high-stakes sites, teachers
reported that they are under substantial, even great pressure to raise test scores. As
shown in Table 2, 53% said that they feel great pressure from the district
administration or board of education to raise scores. Only 8% responded that the
pressure from the district was slight or non-existent. The next strongest source of
})ressure was the newspaper or media. Most teachers did not, however, report

eeling pressure from parents or from other teachers. The results were generally
consistent across the two districts except that teachers in District B reported
significantly greater pressure from other teachers.

:
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Even within these districts where testing was thought to be pervasively high-
stakes, variation in rerceived gressure was associated with other effects. For
example, as shown later in Table 13, the Pressure scale was correlated with teachers’
reports of measurement-driven instructional practices (r = .30), with internal (to the
?istricztz)uses of test results (r = .29), and with the extent of test preparatio~ practices

r = 24),

Instructional activities emphasized because of testing

Data in Table 3 illustrate the instructional shifts that have occurred because
of testing. Two-thirds to three-quarters of all teachers give more emphasis to basic
skills instruction, vocabulaq lists, word recognition skills, and paper and ncil
computation than they would if there were no mandated tests. It should be noted
that the pervasiveness of test-dizected instructional changes in these high-stakes
districts is far greater than those reported by Romberg et al. (1989) where o 30%
of teachers reported greater emphasis on basic skills and 25% had increased their
emghasis on pencil and paper computation. Our sample differed from the Romberg
study in several respects: (1) It focused on districts where testing was known to be
high-stakes, while Romberg's nationally r;gresentative sample included a variety of
high- and low-stakes settings including 13% in which students took no mandated test
in mathematics. (2) Our study addressed testing in the elementary grades which we
expect to create higher stakes for individual teachers than testing in secondala'
schools. (3[) Tt is also conceivable that time is a relevant variable, as suggested by the
Director of Testing and Research in our largest district who has seen an increasingly
frenetic attentic n to test results despite there having been no formal changes in the
district or state testing programs. S

The inclusion of the "reading for understanding" item in the skills instruction
subscale and the finding that teachers reported increasing this activity in response to
testing may seem anomalous if one thinks of this as a hli{h-order, thinking activity.
However, we liken this finding to similar results in the Romberg et al. survey where
83% of mathematics teachers said that standardized tests measure problem solving
and 30% said they increased their emphasis on problem solving because of mandated
testing. Romberg et al. (p. 84{) pointed out that teachers appear to consider simple
word problems as instances of problem solving rather than adhering to the more
ambitious conceptions of problem solving recommended by the N Standards.
Although we do not have evidence here of the kinds of activities teachers are using
when they emphasize "reading for understanding,” it is piausible that they mean
activities like those cited by Popham gt al. ( l985§, i.e., finding the main idea and
answering questions about passage details in parallel to reading comprehension test
questions. |

Data in Table 4 show the effects of testing on instructional practices that
miﬁht have been expected to be slighted if teachers give more emphasis to basic
skills. Only the first question, however, clearly followed the predicted pattern. Half
of the teachers reported giving less emphasis to "subjects which are not tested”
because of standardized testing. For most of the remaining questions the modal
response was to say that these various activities were not influenced by standardized
testing. Substantial numbers of teachers, however, re rted re;pondin to testing by
increasing activities such as "kids talking about what’s been read” (41%), "extended
project work in mathematics” (24%), "reading in books about social studies and
science" (42%), "sustained silent reading” (40%) and "work with manipulatives in
mathematics® (47%). A clear majority of teachers said that they increased “critical
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«hiziking activities" and "practice in divergent problem solving,” 63% and 57%
respectively.

When the results in Tables 3 and 4 are taken together it is clear that the great
majority of teachers give greater attention to basic skills because of standardize
testing. Some teachers follow the predictable pattern of increasing practice on the
basics at the expense of more divergent instructional experiences. rlowever, a
greater number cf teachers appear to increase all activities, especially those
pertainingo reading and math instruction, The apparent contradiction, for
example, bi:tween items 6 and 23, could be explained by saying that teachers give less
emphasis to subjects not tested (which includes social studies and science in these
districts), but they have students do more reading in books about social studies and
science, because this is a reading activity. This interpretation is consistent with the
observation of Smith et al. (1 Mhat with few exceptions, "science at the
intermediate grades looks more like reading all the time. Teachers feel they cannot
afford to take the time required to set up science activities or do divergent problem-
solving. Hence, they spend the time navinithe pupils read the text and answer the

aestions at the back of the chapter and take the unit tests (Rottenberg & Smith,
990':,35) 7)." Thus without actual evidence of classroom practices, the claims that
critical thinking and divergent problem solving are increased should be interpreted
cautiously, especially considering the kinds of instructional practices these same
teachers describe in the narrative data in the final section of the paper.

The separate character of the Skills Instruction and Divergent Instruction
scales can be seen in their distinct patterns of association with other variables. As
shown in Table 13, the Skills scale correlated the most strongly with Test Preparation
(r = .34) and with Measurement-Driven Instruction (r = .27), whereas the
correlation of the Divergent scale with these variables was .09 and -.18, respectiv- "
Both Skills and Divergent were correlated with the Pro-tests scale (r = .20, and .28).
The Divergent Instruction scale correlated negatively (r = -.40) with Controversial
'(l‘estin 7I;ractices and negatively with the number of instructional days spent testing

r=-27).

Test preparation

In the preceding section we considered how teachers saw the character of
normal instruction changing in response to testing. Test preparation activities also
significantly change the instruction children receive in a school year to the extent that
test pr?aration supglants normal instruction. Half of the teachers in these high-
stakes districts spend four or more weeks giving students worksheets to review
content they expect to be on the test and giving students practice with the kinds of
item formats that are on the test. The majority of teachers also reported spending
two weeks or more giving students commercially produced test preparaticn .
materials, giving practice tests, and mstmctmg students on test-taking strategies. The
only testdpreparation activity that teachers did not report using extensively was giving
old standardized tests for practice. The most telling finding, concerning the influence
of test preparation on instruction, was that 68% of the teachers reported conducting
these test preparation activities "regularly,” that is "throughout the school year,"
rather than limiting them to a few days or weeks before testing.

It should be noted that this was the only question set where there were
significant differences between the two districts, with District B reporting more
extensive test preparation activities than District A. The two districts did not differ,
however, in the pervasive effect of test preparation throughout the school year.

8.8
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In addition to the previously mentioned correlation between test preparation
and instructional emphasis on basic skills, test preparation was also correlated with
the Measurement-Driven Instruction scale (r = .26) and with the use of multiple-
choice formats in instruction item (r = .26). Test preparation also correlated .42 with
increased instructional emphasis on "writing essays" probably because in District B
teachers were preparing students to take a mandated writing test.

Controversial testing practices

The section of the teacher questionnaire entitled "Controversial Testing
Practices” included a range of test administration practices from those that are
clearly cheating to those that might boost scores without being considered unethical.
Because of the sensitive nature of these questions teachers were asked to indicate to
what extent they were aware of these ﬁractices occurring in their schools, rather than
being asked to report on their own behavior. Approximately one-quarter of the
sample circled the unknown response category.

For most of the controversial testing practices the majority of teachers said
that these practices never or rarely happened in their schools. For example, 49% of
teachers said that "providing hints on correct answers” rarelryor never happened; and
"g,iving students more time than test directions call for" rarely or never happened
according to 58% of the teachers. Of course, the negative side to these same data
suggest that these kinds of practices do occur to some limited degree. kor example,
23% of teachers reported that "providing hints on correct answers" occurred
occasionally or frequently. "Rephrasing questions during test administration" was
thought to occur occasionally or frequentiy by 18% of the teachers. Even the two
practices which were rejected by the greatest numbers of teachers, "Changing
incorrect answers 1o correct ones on answer documents,” and "Encouraging students
who would have trouble on the test to be absent," were said to happen occasionally
or frequently by 6% and 8% of the teachers respectively.

The most frequently reported controversial testing practices were: "giving
practice on highlk' similar passages,” "rephrasing questions during test
administration,” "providing hints on correct answers," and "giving stude:is tnore time
than test directions call for."

The controversial testinf practices scale had some of the: stron jest
correlations with other scales. It coirelated .42 with Internal Uses of T2sts such as
evaluating teachers or evaluating principals, and .24 with Extern:. "sos of Tests such
as ranking schools in the newspaper. Controversial testing, pracue: also correlated
.45 with the Measurement-Driven Instruction scale and .37 with the use of test scores
to make student retention and promotion decisions.

Internal and external uses of test data

Responses about the ways that test data are used in the two districts are
summarized in Tables 7 and 8. Given that many of the specific questions pertain to
district-level practices that should be constant for all teachers within each district, the
variation in results must reflect differences in perceptions as much as actual
differences in practice. For two of the questions, in fact, the majority of teachers
circled the question mark indicating that they did not know whether test scores were
used "to allocate or withhold extra district funds” or "to decide how to allocate non-

J
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monetary district resources.” Therefore, teachers may not have accurate information
about all of the uses of test scores.

Half of the teachers reported that tests are used occasionally or frequently "to
compare or evaluate teachers;" 45% said that they are occasionally or frequently
to evaluate principals; and 53% said tests are used occasionally or frequently “to
determine awards for school excellence.” On the first three items, evaluatin
teachers, evaluating principals, and allocating district funds there were significant
differences between the two districts, with District B reporting these uses more oiten.

In aneral externai uses of test results were reported to be much more
frequent. Tests are used to compare districts, to rank schools in the newspaper, and
to compare schools; 76%, 76%, and 71% of teachers said these uses occurred
frequently. Teachers reported the use of test scores slightly less frequently for
decisions about curriculum and xo evaluate innovative programs.

Although constituting distinct factors, the Internal and External Use scales
correlated with each other .61. As has already been noted these two scales in turn
correlated with controversial testing practices and with the degree of pressure felt to
raise test scores.

Positive and negative effects of standardized testing

Questions about the positive and negative effects of standardized testing
comprised two scales, Pro Standardized Testing and Measurement-Driven
Instruction, which are reported in Tables 9 and 10. Although the items on the Pro
Standarcized Testing scale are correlated, meaning that respondents who agreed
with one item also tended to agree with the other items, there was also a number of
respondents "in the middle" so that the majority ?reeing or disagreeing switched
sides from item to item. Overall teachers rejected more of the pro-testing
statements. The items on which a majority either disagreed or stronFly disagreed
(with corresponding percentages) were "standardized tests help to clarify imnportant
learning goals" (65 os),e"standardized testing is helping schools improve" (64%),
"without tests to enforce standards, students would be promoted without prerequisite
skills" (71%), "the importance attached to test results gives teachers a sense of
common purpose" (72%), "teachers who complain about testing are usually poorer
teachers who do not want to be accountable” (77%), and "focusing on tested material -
first ensures mastery of the basics before going on to other material” (64%).

Only two pro-standardized testing statements received endorsement from a
clear majority of teachers: "standardized test results are helpful in identifying student
strengths and weaknesses" (72% agreed or strongly a?reed. and "low test scores help
get additional resources to students with the greatest learning needs" (53% agreed or
strongly agreed). Teachers were equally divided on the remaining two statements:
"tests give me important feedback about how weli I am teaching in each curricular
area," and "my school’s emphasis on tess results shows & real commitment to raising
student achievernent."

The pattern of results on the Measuremeni-Driven Instructicn scale reported
in Table 10 was similar to that for the Pro-Standardized Testing scale. Individual
items were stronFly intercorrelated meaning that there were many teachers who
either consistently endorsed or rejected most of the items; however, there we.e also a
number of teachers in the middle who switched sides thus shifting the majority from
itern to item.
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Four of the Measurement-Driven Instruction items were agreed toby a
majority of teachers: "I spend more time teaching reading and math and less time
teaching social studies and science because reading and math test scores are so
important” (64%), "I use fill-in-the-blank worksheets and matching exercises in my
regular instruction so that my students will be comfortable with short answer formats
when it comes time to test" (60%), "When I teach reading and math, I emphasize the
skills and content I know are on the standardized tests” (69%), and "A lot of the
workbook and textbook activities I select for students to do are very similar to the
?6‘3;‘6 ;:assages and stand-alone questions that students will encounter on tests"

Test-driven items with which the majority of teachers disagreed were:
"higher-order thinking skills are something I get tc only if there is time after covering
the basics" (61% disagreed), and "I don’t use essay tesis during the year because I
want my students to have practice with standardized test item formats" (75%
disagreed). As noter} previously, many teachers in District B reported giving students
practice writing essays pecause they face a mandated writing test.

On the remaining four items, teachers were equally divided as to whether they
agreed or disagreed: "My scnool is more interested in increasing test scores than in
improving overall student leaming," "Gifted children get to do enrichment activities
but at-risk children have to keep drilling on the basics," "There are exciting new
curriculum developments that I haven’t implemented because they aren't compatible
with the tests," and "I tend to drill on basics because that is the only way I can be sure
they will get what they really need to know.”

Recall that the pro-standardized testing scale was positively correlated with
divergent instructional practices. In contrast, the measurement-driven instruction
scale was negatively correiated with divergent instruction and positively correlated
with pressure, skills instruction, test preparation, controversial testing practices, and
both internal and external uses of test resvlts.

Odd items not included in the questionnaire subscales

Three instructional influences items and one test use item did not correlate
well with their intended subscales; data for each of these questions are reported
separately in Table 11. Writing essays was expected to be a divergent instructional

ractice whiie use of multiple choice exercises was expected to go with basic skills
instructional emphases. Instead both of these activities were reported to receive
greater emphasis as a result of standardized testing, by 71% and 60% of teacuers,
respectively, and both correlated most highly with the test preparation factor. Giving
more emphasis to "timed compuiational exercises” was reported by 43% of the
teachers. This item did not conelated with any scale in the questionnaire, except for
a .18 cosrelation with test preparation.

Forty percznt of teachers repoited that test scores were occasionally or
fre&\:enﬁy used to make student promotion or retention decisions. Use nf test results
in this way positively correlated with test preparation practiccs (r = .19), with
controversial testing praciices (r = .37), w “h other internal uses of test results (r =
.44), aud with external uses of tests (r = .2¢ It= factor loading was actually higher
for the controversial testing practices factor "~ «n fav the intended test use factor,
hence the decision to leave it out of the scales.

©
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Time spent giving standardized tests

Two final questions were asked about the number of hours spent givin
standardized tests and the number of days interrupted by testing. Because it had
been anggpated that the student testing portion of the larger research project might
actually affect teacher questionnaire resporises regardin‘f some amts of testing, the
study was designed with teachers selected from two randomly ¢ ent samples of
schools, ons sample was involved in testing and the other not. Because there were
significant differences between the two samples of teachers on the two questionnaire
items pertaining to the amount of time spent testing, data in Table 12 are reported
only fcr the respondents in the nontested schools so that our own testing would not
inflate the results. Note that responses for the tested and nontested research groups
did not differ significantly on other questionneire scalcs.

In District A 58% of the teachers reported spending from 4-8 hours per

school year fiving standardized tests, thus affecting 3-5 school days; 29% reported
spending 9-16 hours testing, with 13% reporting 17 hours or mcie gwen to testing.

e time given over to testing in District B is clearly greater with 52% saying that 9-
16 hours are spent in actual test administrations. ‘[ wenty-eight percent of the

. teachers in District B sp2nd 17 hours or more testing. Not counting test preparation,

teachers in District B rypically report spending two entire weeks simply giving
standardized tests.

Open-ended questions about the positive and negative effects of standardized testing

Teachers were also asked to respond to v;-:n-ended questions about the
effects of standardized tests. They were asked :~ give positive examples of how tests
helped to improve the quality of education in their classroom or for particular
children, and they were asked to give examples of any negative influence of tests on
their teaching or student learning. Table 14 provides a lengthy display of teachers’
written responses from District 3. A comparable analysis was done for District A.
There were no apparent differences in s of responses between the two districts,
except for the group of respondents in District B who said that the writing test had
had a positive effect on their students’ writing.

Based on an initial reading of the data, it was decided that the data summary
should reflect the overall position of each teacher as well as aggregate the oean
?articular positive and negative examples, Therefore teachers were first sorted into
our groups: Nonrespondents (N=47, 17%3%Only Positive (N=17, £%), Both
Posi.:ve and Negative Answers (N=150, 54%), and Only Negative (N=66, 24%).
Then the positive and negative answers were separated anc sorted into
subcategories. Data within each utetg:inry were reread aad resorted by both authors
until the cases were homogeneous within categories and distinguishable between
categories. In creating the data table, examples were selected to include both the
most typica! statements as well as those that were the most different from the
category summary. When many teache:s gave highly similar answers they were
counted but not quoted in the table.

~ Many teachers gave two or three positive and two or three negative examples.
However, within the positive and negative sets only the first example was vsed 1o
classify a teacher. Therefore the counts for all the subcategories add up to the total
f.. chat category. In all but two instances teachers’ second and third answers
duplicated what hzd been said by other tcachers’ firs® answers; in these two cases
teachers said that a negative effect of standardized testing was ‘o "slow down gifted
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students." We did not add in the duplicate counts for teachers’ second and third
answers because it would make it ditficult for the reader to make the numbers “add
up." However, it should be remembered that many of the high frequeng answers
both positive and negative would have had even greater endorsements if these counts
had been added.

Given all of the national furor about standardized testing, one of the most
notable aspects of these data are the many specific positive examples teachers
provided of beneficial uses of tests. To be sure there were many negative answers
given, and quantitatively they outweighed the positive, but the majority of teachers
gave considered, balanced answers. The balance shown argues for the integrity of
the data and to & certain extent makes the negative statements all the more .
compelling because they did not appear to be reflexive, knee-jerk statements against
tests.

Six ge.rcent of the teachers in District B gave only positive answers and an
additional 4% cited positive as well as negative effects. Many of the positive
answers are classic "textbook" examples of how test data should be used to diagnose
aps in student knowledge or to evaluate instructional weaknesses. For example,

je areas on which a large % score low (usage, etc.g -- ] evaluated and restructured
my instruction to improve student understanding an mastery." Other positive
answers vindicate reformers intentions when they mandated external tests. For
example, "I think the tests encourage teachers to insure learning," and "It hc-lPs focus
some teachers on basic skills who may otherwise nct focus on anything at all.

The decision was made to g:ovide an extensive data table rather than merely
a summary of the category labels because this makes more of the data accessible to
the reader. A great deal of insightful and meaningful data would be lost if only the
summary statements were used. We tried to be faithful to the respondent’s view of -
things in making our classifications. However, if we were to impose our own values
on the examples given we might sometimes conclude that positive answers actually
reflect negative practices. For example, "Cover more material in less time," "Give me
the incentive to drill on a daily basis--for a short, short time-fundamental facts,"
"Stress on standardized items and repeated repetition helps the slow learners in the
group," and so forth. There are also many examples as in the Romberg et gl. study
where we do not share the same definition of terms as the respondents making it
difficult to credit statements such as, "(Standardized testing) enables pupils to do
critical thinking." Therefore the detailed information in Table 14 bears careful
reading. Depending upon the point of view of the reader, it is possible to see there,
even in the positive answers, the negative effects of standardized tests on instruction.
Tests set the instructionah}ﬁoals, provide intense motivation, and encourage teachers
to address deficiencies skill by skill.

One quarter of all the teachers in District B (24%) gave only negative answers
about standardized tests. They either left the question blank which asked for positive
examples or said specifi at they "could not think of any." These teachers then
have to be combined with the 54% who gave negative examples of test influences
along with positive instances. The single largest category of negative response from
both groups was the complaint that standardized tests led to "too much teaching to
test content and test format." For example, "Critical thinking skills are basically non-
existent in our children because of drill and practice for (Test 1), (Test 2), and (Test
3)," "I can’t get to science and social studies, like I would like to. Instead, I'm
preparing my class for a standardized test,” "Too much time is needed to emphasize
test content, test taking skills, practice work-sheets,” and "We are constantly
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reminded to practice, practice, for the test. The fun and excitement has been taken
out of teaching.” Counting all the responscs in this subcategory alone (N = 66 + 28)
accounts for 34% of all the teachers who responded from District B, and this does
not include teachers who gave answers of this type as their second or third respon=e.

Other small subcategories of negative re ponse add further to the picture of
instruction distorted by testing. These include: too much time given to testing and
the boring effects of test preparation. These two categories from both negative
groups account for an additional 6% of the teacher sample.

The other major categories of negative effects had to do with the stress of
testing for both teachers and students and with concerns about the fairness or
accuracy of test results. For example, "Too much emphasis and pressure from the
Frlncipaj. district and media. In my opinicn, the pressure encourages cheating from a
ot of teachers,* "Students concentrate on ‘what will be included on the test,’ students
are stressed out and get too nervous during the test." "Our standardized test scores
are typed up and passed around to every teacher to compare how they did to others.
No mention goes to the teachers with low classes It is much too competitive.”

SUMMARY

The purpose of the study was to assess the effects of standardized testing on
instruction in two high-stakes school districts. Third, fifth, and sixth grade teachers in
approximately 100 schools were surveyed with a questionnaire. The study was
intended specifically to examine testing and instruction mctices in settings where
testing is high stakes. Findings clearly cannot be generalized to other contexts.

A limitation of the study was the 42% response rate. The 360 teachers who
responded are not necessarily representative of al! teachers even in the high-stakes
districts. For respondents, however, there were a number of indicators that teachers
answered carefully and took the task of filling out the questionnaire seriously. Thus
we judged the guality or integrity of the data to be good. Only 20% did not complete
the open-ended questions. On several scales the majority opinion shifted sides often
suggesting that regpondents did not simﬂ\y go down the page answering strongly
agrec or strongly disagree to all items. There were few questions left blank except
for those questions where we had anticipated that teachers might not know the
answer and had provided a question mark category. The factor analysis showed
highly internally consistent scales and nuanced distinctions between scales, which
would not have been possible with careless responses. Answers to factual questions
such as the amount of time spent testing were consistent with what we were told by
the Directors of Research and Testing in each district.

The major findings of the study were as follows:

1. Teachers reported that they feel pressured to improve test scores by the
district administration and by the media. 79% of teachers said that they feel
"substantial" or "freat" pressure from the district administration to raise test scores;
66% said they felt such pressure from the newspapers and media. Within these high-
stakes districts, perceived pressure to raise test scores was correlated with '
measurement-driven instructional practices, the use of tests to evaluate teachers and
principals, and the extent of test preparation practices. '
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2. Because of the importance of standardized tests, teachers give greater
emphasis to basic skills instruction. Two-thirds to three-quarters of teachers
reported givinkﬁlmore emphasis to basic skills instruction, vocabular{ lists, word
recognition skills, and paper and pencil computation than they wou d if there were
no mandated tests. Teachers also acknowledged the influence of the tests on how
they taught the basics. For example, 69% agreed with the statement, "When I teach
readin&:nd math, I emgl;asize the skills anc content I know are on the standardized
tests.” In the narrative data from the open-cnded questions, the single largest
category of negative response was the complaint that standardized tests lead to "too
much téaching to test content and test format.”

3. Non-tested content clearly suffers because of the focus on standardized
tests. Half of the teachers said that they give less emphasis to "subjects which are not
tested.” In the open-ended questions, science and social studies were explicitly
identified as the subjects that are slighted. Many teachers also said that they give less
attention to higher-order thinking and extended projects because of testing.
However, a different group of teachers said that they increased these activities
(especially in reading and math) in response to testing.

4. In addition to the effect of testing on the character of normal instruction,
testing also distorts instruction because of the extensive time given to test
preparation. Half of the teachers in these high-stakes districts spend four or more
weeks per year giving students worksheets to review content they expect to be on the
test and giving students practice with the kinds of item formats that are on the test.
A majority of teachers also reported spending two weeks or more giving students
commercially produced test preparation materials, giving practice tests, and
instructing students on test-taking strategies. The most telling ﬁndin%; concerning the
influence of test preparation on instruction, was that 68% of the teachers reported
conducting these test preparation activities "regularly,” that is "throughout the school
year," rather than limiting them to a few days or weeks before testing.

S, Four weeks of test preparation does not count the one or two full weeks of
school spent giving tests. In District A the modal response for number of school days
interrupted by standardized testing was 3-5 days. In District B it was 6-10 days, with
29% of District B’s teachers saying that they spent 11 or more days giving tests.

6. Teachers reportad that flagrant instances of cheating happen very rarely in
their schools but other controversial testing practices that would clearly boost scores
happen more frequently. For example, the two most extreme practices, changin
answer documents or encouraging low scorers to be absent, were reported by only
6% and 8% of teachers respectively. However, other practices such as "rephrasing
guestions during test administration,” "providing hints on correct answers,” and
“giving students more tims= than test directions call for," were thought to happen
occasionally or frequently by 18%, 23%, and 20% of the teachers respectively.

The controversial testing practices scale correlated .42 with internal uses of
tests such as evaluating teachers or principals and .45 with the measurement-driven
instruction scale.

7. Teachers reported extensive use of test results for external purposes such
as comparing districts, ranking schools in the newspaper, and comparing schools.
They reported only slightly less use of tests for internal purposes such as evaluating
principals and evaluating teachers. The more tests were used for these purposes,
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the higher was the report of controversial testing practices and measurement-driven
instruction.

8. In open-ended questions, the majority of teachers could identify numeron«
beneficial uses of standardized tests, such as clearly setting instructional goals,
providing feedback about student strengths and weakuesses, and identifying gps in
instruction. For all but a small fraction of teachers, bowcver, these beneflts from
standardized testing were offset or greatly outweighed by negative effects, such as the
smount of instructional time given to test preparation, the amount of stress
experienced, unfair or invalid comparisons, and the demoralizing effects on teachers
and students. One-quarter of the teacher sample reported only negative influences
of standardized tests on teaching and learning.

Y
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Table 1
. Factor Analysis of the Teacher Questionnaire:
Oblique Rotation Pattern Matrix with Nine Factors Extracted (N=120-350)

FACTOR m;ama FACTOR rAc‘mn Acron FM:TOR m:mn FAOTM FAchOR
3
(controv)  (ekilling)  (tesiprep)  (exiuse) (pm-;nm) (m?‘sdrlv) (dmgfgon) (pruwm) (intuse)

CONTR38 87 .02 .04 .01 e 0 -3 .01

CONTR45 84 .04 .06 «.09 05 05 .10 .05 Q2

CONTR36 .81 03 .02 .03 A .01 07 «03 .04

CONTR44 - .80 .03 .01 «.01 .07 .03 -.08 .00 .03
comm’ .‘o 007 ..04 001 .oo oo‘ .oo‘ ‘.02, '.05
CONTR39 .77 .03 10 08 10 .30 «20 18 .05
CONTR40 .72 10 -.09 .09 .00 03 07 .08 .08
m‘ 0’0 ooa to‘ 013 '.oe .007 .003 '.02 to‘
GCONTR42 .68 -06 -.02 18 .02 .04 .08 .08 .04
CONTR48 54 «.04 .03 .09 .09 14 .03 .07 -09
CONTR43 .87 01 0% .02 .08 .01 .03 .09 -09
USE4?7 . .26 -.02 -12 10 -.08 .03 .08 .04 -22
INSTS 10 .85 .09 .06 .04 M =03 .00 10
INST10 .08 .83 .04 .05 .00 .00 «.04 04 .09
INST11 «.01 73 .00 .02 .02 -.05 .08 .02 .01

INST13 A1 87 «.04 .01 .01 .08 10 .05 .02
INST19 .02 46 -.02 .05 .05 -5 .05 .03 -.03
INST12 .07 A4 -13 -.03 10 .03 07 .00 .06
INST20 .08 .30 17 19 .04 -.20 -.01 .01 -.08
PREPJ30 .00 .05 -.87 13 -.06 -.05 .07 .05 10
PREP31 -.02 -.08 -.81 «.01 -.02 .08 .04 .08 A0
PREP34 .04 .03 - 77 .00 .07 10 A4 .01 .00
PREP2S .00 10 - 75 .08 .02 -17 -.01 A1 .07
PREP32 .00 .02 74 .01 .04 .08 -.04 .09 -.NR
FREP33 A1 .01 -.60 -19 .04 .00 .00 .00 .11

PREPJ35 -.01 A1 -4 .07 .08 10 .00 -10 -.09
INST? .02 -10 .35 -.08 .07 .07 .03 .05 «19

INST8 .02 15 .20 .02 -.04 -.08 .02 .00 -.04

USES1 .04 -.04 .06 .78 -.07 =13 .00 -.02 -.07
USESO 97 -.04 .09 .76 -.09 -19 .05 .02 -12
USES4 -.06 10 .09 .69 -.07 -.09 -.04 .09 -.05
USES2 .00 .07 -10 .64 .09 13 -.06 .09 -.07
USESJ -.03 .01 -.21 .56 10 09 .00 -.06 -10
EFFECT62  -.03 .02 -.02 -.03 .65 .05 08 -.01 «.03
EFFECT6S .06 -.08 .00 -.01 .64 .03 .04 .00 .03
EFFECT61  -.03 .08 .06 -.07 .63 -13 .00 .03 -.02
EFFECT1 .06 .06 .04 .07 .62 -.01 -.03 -.01 .01

EFFECT7S .06 .01 .00 .03 .58 .20 .02 .05 -.08
EFFECT?72 .17 .08 -.16 .06 .54 A3 .03 -.01 .07
EFFECTE? .02 03 .01 07 .50 -.05 .06 .03 .03
EFFECT74 10 - 11 .00 «.07 44 «.07 .03 -.09 15
EFFECTS8  ..06 .00 .08 .03 43 .01 -.03 A3 A2
EFFECTSS .00 10 +.05 -10 .30 10 05 -.08 .05

EFFECT76 12 .03 .00 .00 -.03 -.860 .01 .10 .00
EFFECT70 .02 .05 -.02 .03 =02 -.56 .10 -12 -.06
EFFECT77  -.04 -.04 .02 .03 19 «.53 .08 13 .04
EFFECTES .06 .08 .08 .01 -.02 -.52 17 -.02 .08
EFFECTS3 .25 .07 .00 .00 -23 -.48 .01 A5 .03
EFFECTE6 A4 07 «18 A1 .07 -.46 .01 .09 04
EFFECT64  -.04 .04 «12 .04 .00 -.46 .00 13 «.03
EFFECT” 010 015 .oo‘ hd 01 .os hd ‘s . 01 .1‘ .°2
EFFECTE9 .07 04 A2 10 .02 -.45 «12 .08 .05
EFFECTT3 .00 .02 - 21 .04 A9 .41 .04 .02 .06
INST26 .07 .05 .00 .01 .03 -.08 .85 =10 «.03
‘Nsma '.01 021 '.oa .t” 002 ooa .5. .007 .06
INST15 07 10 -0 -.09 .03 .08 .58 .00 .02

INST21 -15 18 .00 -18 -.04 .04 .58 12 -07
INST23 .03 .08 -.08 .00 .00 «.02 .83 -12 03
mn7 .02 -za '0“ .0“ .002 -oe 06’ '.03 .oe
mm '.20 21 hd “ .-“ .oa .03 oso -oe .o1°
INST22 .14 21 -.02 -.08 A2 08 .47 .02 «13
INST18 05 11 .05 14 ol .09 A48 .02 A3
INST24 «.05 18 07 .02 .07 .05 .41 02 .09
INST1? .05 -7 09 .01 .04 .08 .40 .08 .08
INST14 19 32 07 .04 -03 .00 .40 .08 .09
INSTS .08 «19 10 .01 .09 A8 30 .04 .01

INST18 .03 .03 13 .08 -02 -10 A8 .03 .08
PRESS) .02 «.05 ~14 10 -09 -.03 -.08 .81 .03
PRESSS5 .02 04 -14 A5 -.03 A4 -13 .80 .04
PRESS2 .02 .09 -.08 =13 07 40 -.08 .59 .07

PRESS1 18 .03 -.05 -.08 -.07 -22 .02 .52 -.02

PRESS4 .00 -.01 .06 .02 .02 .08 .08 A7 .00

USESS .00 -.06 -.02 16 .01 .03 . =08 .05 -.84
USESE .00 .02 -.02 25 .02 .04 -10 -.01 -.81
USE48 .25 -.08 .00 A4 -.05 - 14 .00 .20 -.42
USES? .07 -05 A5 .25 -.03 .05 .05 18 -.39
USE4S 27 -.09 -.07 24 11 -.11 -.02 A3 *.33




Table 2 -
ITEM MEANS AND FREQUENCIES AND SUBTEST STATISTICS
FOR TWO HIGH-STAKES DISTRICTS ON THE SUBSCALE: PRESSURE

PRESSURE FOR IMPROVED TEST SCORES. To what extent do you fexd pressure from the foliowing groups to
improve your students’ standardiced test scores?

No Slight | Moderate [Substantial] Great Place & check in the appropriste column to show how much pressure
Pressure | Pressure | Pressure | Pressute | Pressure | to improve test scores you personally feel from each of the groups.

| 1 Myprincipal

2. Other teachers

3. District administration or board of education

4, Parents

5. Newspaper/media

Frequencies in % Means
P::;S ‘;:f:;t ;;:: :;t:: g:::: blank I District District p<.001
#1 (0) (1) (2) (3) (4) A B
1] 55 11.1 25.2 26.9 294 1.9 3.50 3.69
2] 263 24.7 20.8 19.7 4.7 39 1.93 2.67 *
3| 22 5.5 10.8 26.3 52.6 25 410 4.29
4] 37.1 20.5 219 11.6 55 33 2.04 2.32
5] 9.1 7.5 155 19.1 468 19 3.48 4.01
District District
Combined A B
Subscale Total Score: | 16.42 (sd=4.22) 15.04(4.02) | 16.95(4.12)
Average Item Score: ] 3.3 3.0 34
N=| 350 . 80 262
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Table 3
ITEM MEANS AND FREQUENCIES AND SUBTEST STATISTICS FOR
TWO HIGHSTAKES DISTRICTS ON THE SUBSCALE: SKILLS INSTRUCTION (SKILLINS)

TESTING AND INSTRUCTION. ltems 6-28 describe a variety of instructional activities. Circle the appropriate
response to show whether the use of standardized tests in your school causes you to place MORE EMPHASIS Of
LESS EMPHAS!S on the activity than ¥ there were no mandated standardized iesxs, o whether your emphasis on

the activity Is NOT INFLUENCED by standardized testing.

9. Basic skills in mathematics Iy LSS ] YL SV — Y
10. Basic skilis in reading PPN oy ST T Yoo —y Y 1 Y
11. Reading for understanding Mors EMPNN e NOE VRSO0 e L008 Emphasis
12. Vocabulary lists. ey S SO T Y o —T Y /T
13.  Word recognition skills PYIesy SO ORS Y1 Y —T T Y
19. Paper and pencil computation MOr® EMPAE mceoee e NOE PRIONOS e Lias Emphasis
20. Diract instruction to the whole class 140r8 EMPIBIE e N INAISNI0 e L0803 Err il
Frequencies in % Means .
mare not less blank . .
emphasis | influ 1 | emphasis District District p<.001
# (3) (2) {1) A B
9 74.0 24.9 0.0 1.1 2.75 2.75
10 75.3 235 0.6 0.6 2.70 2.77
11 729 25.8 0.8 0.6 2.64 2.75
12 66.2 313 2.2 0.3 2.46 2.69 .
13 69.0 27.7 2.8 0.6 2.58 2.69
19 65.7 29.9 2.2 < 2.54 2.68
20 515 42.1 30 14 239 2.55
Combined District District
A B
Subscale Total Score: | 18.69 (sd=2.46) 18.05(2.57) 118.93(2.37)
Average Item Scor: | 2.7 2.6 2.7
N= 354 77 269
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Table 4
ITEM MEANS AND FREQUENCIES AND SUBTEST STATISTICS FOR TWO HIGH-STAKES
DISTRICTS ON THE SUBSCALE: DIVERGENT INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES (DIVERGEN)

6. Subjects which are not tested . _ ' More Emphasie e NG IRRNOM . L838 Emphasia
14, lGdkulng about what's been read. More EVPALS e Not isenoed Loms Eirphasie
15. Extencied project work in mathematics. 4000 EMPHOES e Nt SRR e Lowt Emplasie

17.  Activities involving calculators [Vrey P — T Y T T L

18. Activities involving computers. More EMDAalS e NGt SN0 . Lnts Erpiasis

21. Small group instruction [Yeesy TS N Y TR S——T Y

22. Cooperative leaming PPy FST S T Y p—T Y T

23. Reading in books about social studies and science (TR Y T T R—— T LY Loss Emphasis

24. Sustained silent reading [Py T R T V= S —Y Y - T

25. Work with manipulatives in mathematics [Py Y S YT Y S R— Y P

26. Ubrary projects and report writing Mors EMpRasls . e NOt AN oo L0 Emphiasia

27. Critical thinking &ctivities.............coveueeeeas M derererente srsesreriserserstersreRtaass Mor® EMOIANS oo NG ISR s e Lt EMOPSIS

28. Practive in divergsnt problem SOVING........cueveiismunieninnsssssninsen More EMOMRsS . .ccoe. NG ITRISNO .. e LOOS Empiusis

Frequencies in % Means
maore not less blank
emphasis | influ 1 | emphasis District | District p<.001
# (3) (2) (1) A B
6 10.2 38.2 49.6 1.9 1.76 1.55
14 41.0 47.1 11.4 0.6 2.9 2.30
15 24.1 49.6 249 14 2.10 1.96
17 5.5 59.0 33.2 2.2 1.79 1.69
18 13.9 59.3 24.7 2.2 2.06 1.84
21 349 ) 51.0 13.3 0.8 2.23 2.22
22 39.3 47.6 12.2 0.8 2.24 2.28
23 424 41.8 14.7 1.1 2.28 2.28
24 39.9 46.3 13.0 0.8 2.20 2.29
25 46.5 40.2 119 14 2.39 2.34
26 27.1 46.8 24.9 1.1 2.15 1.99
27 62.9 26.0 10.0 _ 1.1 249 2.55
p?.] 57.3 30.5 11.1 1.1 246 247
District District
Combined A B
Subscale Total Scare: | g 1 (54-5.18) | 28.51(4.15) } 27.78(5.45)
Average Item Score: | 2.2 2.2 2.1 l
Ne= 34 78 258 |
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' : Table 5 :
ITEM MEANS AND FREQUENCIES AND SUBTEST STATISTICS FOR
TWO HIGH-STAKES DISTRICTS ON THE SUBSCALE: TEST PREPARATION (TESTPREP)

TEST PREPARATION ACTIVITIES. For items 29-35, try to recall how much time ovei this entire school year you
spent in your classroom on the following test preparation activities. Then mark one box for each item.

29. Giving students worksheets that review the content you expect to be on the test

{ JNotime [ JAdayoriess [ ]2Sdays { ]23wesks { ]4ormoeweeks
30. Giving students practice with the kinds of item formats that are on the test
{ ]Notime I JAdsyoriess [ ]2Sdays { 123weeks { 14 ormorc weeks
31. Giving students commercially produced test preparation materials
{ ]Notime { JAdayorless [ ]28days { )23wesks { 14ormoreweeks
32 Giving students practice tests deveioped by school, district or state staff
{ ]INotme { JAdayoriess [ ]12Sdays { 123weeks { 4 ormore wasks
33. Giving students old standardized test forms for practice
{ INotme { JAdayoriess [ ]2Sdays { J2Jwesks { 14 ormorewesis
34. Instructing students on test-taking strategies
{ ]Notime { JAdayorless [ ]2-5days [ }123weeks { 14 ormore weske
35. When did most of the test preparation activities you conducted take place?
[ ]Aftew days before the testing { ] Reguisry throughout the school year
{ ]Afew weeks before the testing [ ] Notapplicabls, we didn do any test preparation.
Frequencies in % Means
o aday | 2-5 2-3 4+ plank ,
time |orless | days | weeks | weeks District District p<.001
#| (0) (1) (2) (3) (4) A B
29 6.9 3.6 15.2 219 515 0.8 3.29 431 ¢
30 25 5.8 15.8 244 50.7 0.8 349 4.35 *
31| 127 6.6 18.8 25.5 355 0.8 2.70 3.92 *
32 75 94 219 21.3 38.5 14 2.74 4.4 *
33] 446 5.0 175 139 18.6 0.6 1.56 2.85 .
M 0.8 13.0 2.4 19.1 43.8 0.8 3.27 4.11 ¢
days weeks [regularly | not blank
before before applic.
(1) (2) (3)
35 5.8 233 68.1 0.3 25 253 I 2.68
District District
Combined A B
Subscale Total Score: A69 (sd=6.32) 16.25(5.86) 126.37(5.40)
Average Item Score (items 29-34): § 3.6 2.7 44
N= 350 78 265




Table 6
ITEM MEANS AND FREQUENCIES AND SUBTEST STATISTICS FOR TWO HIGH-STAKES
DISTRICTS ON THE SUBSCALE: CONTROVERSIAL TESTING PRACTICES (COINNTROV)

CONTROVERSIAL TESTING PRACTICES. Items 3646 list testing practices some teachers use to improve
students' test scores. To what extent do you believe they are practiced by teachers in your school? Use this 5-
point scale to tell us the extent to which each of the practices listed in tems 36 to 46 occurs in your school,
simply circle the code that matches the frequency of each practice.

N = NEVER happens in my school O = OCCASIONALLY happens in my school
R = RARELY happens in my achool £ = FREQUENTLY heg;ens in my school
7 = NO IDEA how frequently the practice uccurs .

36. Providing hints 0N COMECt BNSWBTS............cumersermesrersiss «Norieainns [ PR L0 S, [ ?

37. Giving students more time than 1est diractions CaN fOF ........ceumstrssessscssarsns Noreenens £ JR o R Foerrinns ?

38. Reading questions that students are supposed to read themsaives ..........ccwunNew... SO - FOUURUPUOON o SO R

39,  Answering questions during testing time abOt 1St CONBM..........c.cueruersnisscssesnes [ TR Revieererenad O..ccrenne [ ?

40. Changing incomect anSwers 10 COMECt ONes O aNSWer JocuMents - N. - J— o } | ?

41. Rephrasing questions during test administration........cccceeeeuine sestssessaans s st | TR [ SR Lo | SR ?

42. Not administering the test 10 stucients who would have trouble on the test.......... Noorinens 2 TR Lo TN Frienenene ?

'43. Encouraging students who wouid have trouble on the test to be absent............ N.oorrersens [ JOR—— Lo J— Frorneans ?

44, Practicing on tems from the 1est R3aH ...........ccieencicisneninmsesnmissssssssssn | TR 5 TR O.cvvnerens Foeienns ?

45. Giving students answers 10 188t QUBSHIONS ......curnimmmsnmmssmsssesssssmmssassirsess X JO— [ J—— {4 S Fovrrcronene ?

46. Ghving practice on highly Sirmilar PaSSAZES........cceuesmmvssrsmsrissmmmsssmisssssssssssssssssn | TR [ FOR— Lo JO | ?

Frequencies in % | Means
N R -0 F 24 .
D (2) (3) ) District | District p<.001
# A B
36] 285 20.8 16.9 5.8 28.0 1.91 2.02
371 38.0 19.7 15.2 4.4 2.7 1.7t 1.85
381 38.8 22.2 11.9 2.2 24.9 1.77 1.68
39| 432 20.5 89 2.8 4.7 1.70 1.56
0] 584 7.8 55 0.6 27.7 1.16 1.31
411 363 20.8 16.1 1.9 4.9 1.77 1.79
2] 507 15.8 7.5 5.8 20.2 1.29 1.68
43] 60.1 10.8 55 19 21.6 1.10 1.42
| 546 125 8.0 3.3 21.6 1.46 1.50
U 56.8 11.6 6.4 1.9 233 133 1.41
46] 249 15.8 20.5 19.7 19.1 2.14 2.50
, District | District
Subscile Total Score: |  Combined A B
17.17 (sd=6.94) 16.25(5.86) | 17.57(7.26)
Average Item Sicore: | 1.6 15 1.6
N= 207

aNote: The question mark frequencies include the small percentage of teachers who left the question blank as well
as those those who circled the ? to indicate that they could not answer. Only response categories 1-4 were used in
the calculation of means, hence the dramatic reduction in sample size compared to other tables.
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A Table 7
ITEM MEANS AND FREQUENCIES AND SUBTEST STATISTICS FOR TWO HIGH-
STAKES DISTRICTS ON THE SUBSCALE: INTERNAL USES OF TESTS (INTUSE)

USES OF TEST DATA. ltems 47-57 list soine uses of standardized test scores. Use the same 5-point scale to
indicate how frequently standardized test scores are used in your district for the following purposes.

48. To compare or evaluate teachers. vesrsasasssaasaese | R L SR o Rty F ceenrnrnenns ?
49, To compare of evaluate PrnCIPaIs........ccueicersansens N R (o] F !
§5. To aliocate or withhold extra district fuNdS .......cceccrimmmnersisnsenns venessssnnssN, I - FVRURIN o 3 oF we?
§6. Yo decide how 1o aliocate NON-MONBtary AiStrict IBSOUICES ...cieruieimsissssssinassins Nocirsnns Recersaeons o JO Foveionnns ?
57. To determine awards 10r SChOO! BXCBHBNCH .......c..everenmreressmassssssessmsnssasssssmasssasnns Nooveriasne 2 TR o T Frvvnone ?
Frequencies in % Means
N R o F X
(1 (2) (3) (0) District | District p<.001
# A B
481 14.1 14.4 224 28.0 21.1 2.37 2.93 *
49| 125 10.2 16.1 29.1 321 2.26 3.07 *
55| 10.8 8.6 10.0 21.1 49.6 2.27 2.98 *
56 83 7.2 11.6 20.2 527 249 3.04
57 83 44 158 374 3.1 339 3.21
District District
Combined A | B
Subscale Total Score: | 14.15 (sd=4.55) 12.28(4.24) | 14.89(4.36)
Average Item Score: | 2.8 25 3.0
N= 143 29 110

aNote: The question mark frequencies include the small percentage of teachers who left the question blank as
well as ¥a0se who circled the ? to indicate that they could not answer. Only response categuries 1-4 were used
in the calculation of means, hence the dramatic reduction in sample size compared to other tables.




Table 8
ITEM MEANS AND FREQUENCIES AND SUBTEST STATISTICS FOR
TWO HIGH-STAKES DISTRICTS ON THE SUBSCALE: EXTERNAL USES OF TESTS (EXTUSE}

USES OF TEST DATA. ftems 47-57 list some uses of standardized test scores. Ure the same 5-point scale to
indicate how frequently standardized test sccres are used in your dictrict for the following purposes.

50. To compare district 8ChOO!S 8ZAINSL ONG BNOMNGN .......cvursessumumsressssmsmsssarsuusssessosssses [ VU . TR (o} S R ?
§1. To compare district performance against other districts.... ..N [ JR— {0 TR [ ?
£2  To make dacisions sbout wiat curriculum to 8mMPhAasiZe..........cueimiesisonses | [ JOR Lo TN | S ?
53. To decide on continuation of innovative programs......... - SO | SR Ruieiens O.cvnneens ?
54.  Turank SChOO!S [ the NEWSPAPAN ....cucnmiseisnsnssssnmionsnsossassssssssissssssssiarstsastsssioss Nooveornnee R 0..... | ?
Frequencies in % Means
(lf) (l;) (?) (f) 28 District Distaict p<.001
# — A B
50{ 30 3.8 135 71.2 8.2 3.55 3.70
51 1.9 3.0 127 759 6.4 3.01 3.77
52 14 3.3 16.6 6.2 15.5 3.53 3.71
53 36 7.5 19.9 42.9 26.0 - 3.29 3.40
54 2.8 25 10.0 759 8.9 3.61 3.78
- District District
| Combined A B
Subscale Total Score: | 18.15 (5d=2.81) 17.73(2.76) 118.27(2.80)
Average Item Score: | 3.5 3.5 7
N= 247 44 197

aNote: The question inark frequencies include the small percentage of teachers who left the question blank as
well as thoge who cincled the ? to indicate that they couid not answer. Only response categories 1-4 were used
in the calculation of mesns, hence the dramatic reduciion in sample size compared © other tables.
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Table 9
ITEM MEANS AND FREQUENCIES AND SUBTEST STATISTICS FOR TWO HIGH-STAKES
DISTRICTS ON THE SUBSCALE: PRO STANDARDIZED TESTING (PRO-TESiT)

' mﬁuucnzrmmfsqhwwwmm?hhmcw‘rm
standardized testing imposed on achoois for accountabliity purposes is good aumber .
potentially posikive and negative effects of standardized tests are isted in tems 58-77.

-
e e | ot | N T Ty
"] 58 Siandarired 1en meuks e hephd in identying siudens
sUengthe #nd weskneesss.
0. Low teat 520188 heip Dot SGCEONS! rescuroNs 10 SLudents with
0 gresiest isaming nesds.
61, Sundardzed ises help 1o clirty which isaming gosis are he
€2 Sundarcired teating s Meiping 8chools imgrove.
7. Without tests 10 enforce slandards, would move (o the
et Grace wRNOU Prensquisiie skils.
a Testa give ma impcriant feedback about how wel | am teaching
71. The IMEONance SIACHed 10 165 reSURS Qves 16ACHErS & S0re
ol cOmmon puposs.
” wﬂmdiammﬂmnm-ndm
74 mem“wgé‘mnmm
T Crore GG o O AL ey of e basics
Frequencies in % Means
strongly |moderat. | moderat. | strongly o .
agree agree | disagree |disagree |opinion@ District | District p<.001
# (4) Q) (2) 1) A B
58| 21.3 60.4 10.5 5.5 2.2 '¢.93 3.01
591 127 39.9 17.5 219 8.0 2.60 2.44
61 7.5 19.7 294 o2 83 1.96 2.00
62 4.4 25.2 26.0 38.0 6.4 1.89 1.98
67 4.7 18.8 24.1 47.1 5.3 1.69 1.83
68 9.1 39.1 23.0 24.7 4.2 2.31 2.35
71 4.2 16.9 22.7 49.3 6.9 . 1.66 1.76
72| 119 313 22.7 244 9.7 2.24 2.37
74 39 100 20.5 56.8 8.9 125 1.67 .
75 6.1 244 24.7 39.3 5.5 1.85 2.00
District District
Subscale Total Score: | Combined A B
20.75 (sd=5.54) 19.84(4.78) | 21.01(5.73)
Average Item Score: | 2.1 2.0 2.1
N= 251 51 193

aJote: The question mark frequencies include the small percentage of teachers who left the question blank as
well as those who dircled the ? to indicate that they couid not answer. Only response categories 1-4 were uscd
in the calculation of means, hence the dramatic reduction in sample s!ze compared to other tables.
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~ Table 10
ITEM MEANS AND FREQUENCIES AND SUBTEST STATISTICS FOR TWO HIGH-STAKES
DISTRICTS ON THE SUBSCALE: MEASUREMENT-DRIVEN INSTRUCTION (MEASDRIV)

Plece o cheak In the apprepecrivte eslumn 0 show how vl
you erpenpllv £ o0 BTA G0¢h of h0se sistements.

64. | use Nl-inthe-blank malching exerciess in
N lwlﬂmnMM‘UMﬂum
Short answer formats when £ comes time 10 aet.

lgeto awreis
(% m:‘dlﬁi&?.“nm get ¥ only

. When | teach reading and math, | emphasize the skiis and
content | know are 2 the sancardized Lasts.

. Gihed chidren et 10 0o ervichment activhies but ik chiidren
thve 10 keep Griling On the Dasics.

students 10 have practics ARaNCHAZed test kem formats.

o
®
70. 160Nt Use eSOy Weits tha your becasuss | wark my
I

76. Thats are exciling new curriculum deveiopments (6.0, whoie

wus:.mm Nlhm‘lw.dbi-
caune lon‘lwdmuuuwumw.

77. 1iend 10 6rll studernts on basic skits because that is the only
way | Can be sure they will get what they really need 10 know.

Frequencies in % Means
“:;:‘fe"’ "‘::::" ‘;‘;‘:;;:: ;‘l‘s"a‘;ﬁ‘e{ oph‘:ona District | District | p<.001
sl @ 3) (2) (1) A B
60| 34.1 29.9 14.4 17.5 4.2 2.68 2.88
6| 224 235 24.4 24.7 5.0 2.24 2.52
6a] 199 39.9 19.4 15.0 5.8 2.81 2.65
65| 127 24.4 205 402 2.2 2.30 2.04
66| 31.9 36.8 14.4 14.1 2.8 2.51 2.99 .
6] 194 28.0 18.3 28.0 64 2.30 2.45
70| 55 9.7 25.8 49.0 100 1.66 1.69
73| 18.6 a5 | 186 144 5.0 2.58 2.73
76| 155 26.6 16.9 28.0 13.0 2.11 2.40
77| 105 363 224 24.4 6.4 2.31 2.36
District | District
Subscale Total Score: | Combined A B
24.40 (sd=6.46) 23.24(6.38) | 24.93(6.40)
Average Item Score: | 2.4 ° 23 2.5
1 N 244 £1 187

aNote: ‘No opinion' responses are excluded from the calculation of means.
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Table 11
ITEM MEANS AND FREQUENCIES AND SUBTEST STATISTICS FOR TWO HIGH-STAKES
DISTRICTS ON ODD ITEMS: WRITING ESSAYS, MULTIPLE CHOICE EXERCISES,

. COMPUTATION EXERCISES, RETENTION DECISIONS
7. Wiriting essays — 410 MBS ceemm e MO ITAINOOS ee L083 Empisls
8. Use of multipie cholce, fill-in and matching 8XErCiSeS e Mom EMpAaNS e NO! VRNOSS e Lot Emphasis
16. TimeJ computational exsrcises - 0% EMPABES s N P10 e, it Empimsie
47. To promaote or retaln students N R (o) | ?
Frequencies in %
maore not less blank
emphasis | influenced | emphasis
# (3) (2) (1)
7 71.2 23.0 55 0.3
8 60.4 338 39 1.9
16 43.2 47.1 8.6 1.1
District | District p<.001
_ Combined A B
Average Item Score# 7 | 2.65 (sd=0.58) 2.04 2.84 ’
N= 369 80 280
District District
Combined A B
Average Item Score:#8 | 2.58 (sd=057) 2.54(0.59) | 2.59(0.56)
N= 354 80 274
District District
Combined A B
Average Item Score# 16 | 2.35 (sd=0.63) 2.29 2.37
N= 366
Frequencies in %
N R (o) F 724

1) (2) Q) 4)

471 255 2.7 26.6 13.9 114

, . | District | District p<.001
Combined : A B
Average Item Score: | 2.33 (sd=1.06) 2.10(0.94) {2.39(1.08)
Ne= 328 71 249

3Note: The question mark frequencies include the small percentage of teachers who left the question blank as
well as those who dircled the ? to indicate that they could not answer. Only response categories 1-4 were used
in the calculation of means, hence the dramatic reduction in sample size compared to other tables.
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Table 12
FREQUENCIES FOR HOURS AND DAYS SPENT GIVING STANDARDIZED TESTS

80. Ectimate how much time you have spent in your classroom this school year giving standardized tests.
(Administering the reading and math subtests of typical standardized test takes about 4-5 hours.)

[ ]Lessthan & hours ( J48houn { )o-1¢houn { 117 ormore hours
81. How many days have baen interrupted this sch~ol year as a result of giving standardized tests?

{ J2ortewer { 138 ( 1610 { )11 ormore .
"o <4 hours 4-8 hours 9-16 hours >17 hours blank
& E)nstrict A 0.0 583 292 - 125 0.0
N=24
[District B 20 16.2 515 28.3 1.0
N=99
[Combined 24 24.4 472 252 8
N=123
# 2/fewer days 3-5 days 6-10 days 11+ days blank
81 [District A 0.0 792 16.7 4.2 0.0
| N=24
IDistrict B 3.0 120 56.0 29.0 0.0
N=100
Combined 24 25.0 484 24.2 0.0
N=124
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Pressure
Skillins
Divergen
Testprep
Controv
Inluse
Exuse
Protest
Measdriv
Essays
Multip

Timecomp

Promretn
Testhrs
Inidays

Skillins

Pressure

73

.13 .83

.18 .26 84
.24 .34 .09
.23 10 -.40
.29 -10 «.24
22 -.07 -.12
.16 .20 .28
.30 .27 -.18
07 .23 .14
09 .23 00
.06 .16 14
10 .05 -10
.14 .03 -.12
.20 .00 «.27

NOTE: Internal consistency coefficients are reporicd on the diagonal.
individual pairwise comparisons ranged from 102 (for the MEASDRIV by

3¢

Table 13

CORRELATIONS AMONG SUBSCALES AND ODD ITEMS

Divergen Testprep

87
.06

.00
12
.42
26
18
.19
Y.

.21

Controv  Intuse
.94
42 .84
.24 .61

-.16 -.08
.45 21

-.08 13
.09 .02
.05 03
.37 .44
.19 .00
.20 .16

INTUSE correlation) to 346.

Correlations significant at p < .01 are in bold face type.

Extuse Protests Msasdriv Essays
.84

-.09 81
21 10 .82

-.02 14 04 87

-.03 01 10 .06
06 02 14 .00
.26 -11 14 07

-.04 -.13 .15 .04
08 -.18 .20 .14

Ns for

Mutip Timecom Promretn Testhrs

1.00
.09
.08
.01

-.02

1.00

.05
-.05
-.08

1.00
12
.14

1.00
.47

Intdays

1.00



Table 14
Summary of Teachers’ Answers to Open-ended Questions -
on the Positive and Negative Effects of Standardized Testing
( District B, N = 280 )

Personal Experience with Standardized Tests. 1he debate about tes}ing--pro and
con--is often vague. Do you have specific examples of how standardized tests have
had an impact on you or your students?

78. Give one or two examples of how standardized tests helped you to improve the
quality of education in your classroom or for particular children.

79. Give one or two examples of how standardized tests had a negative influence on
your teaching or student learning.

Non Response: 17% (N=47) did not respond to the open-ended questions.

Only Positive: 6% (N=17) gave only positive answers, some said specifically that
question 79 was not applicable. Categories of only positive responses are as foliows:

Tests set instructional goals and ensure coverage and pacing: (N=3)
"Teachers combined resources and ideas which helped me prepare meaningful
teaching lessons."

"Knowing the scope and extent of info to be tested allowed me the opportunity
to insure that these areas were taught or familiar by test time."

Identify weakness 50 as to refocus instruction (for the class as a whole): (N=3)
"I use the test results as one indicator of Fersonal performance. Any time my
average scores are not in stanines 7,8,9--1 know I need to reevaluate and
restructure my program.”

"*Testing allows me to determine which areas of my curriculum need
improvement."

Identify strengths and weaknesses of individual students for extra helgih(N=5)
"Test results give me a basic idea of what my students are weakest in. Then we
can really work on these areas."

Improve achievement: (N=2
"ghe state test) improved writing skills for all my children.”
"Improve reading stamina and learning more vocabulary words."

Motivate students: (N=2)
*Tests give children goals. They know what they have learned is acknowledged.”

Other positive response#: (N=2) '
e.g., "They gave me the idea of teaching beyond my grade level thus making it
easier for my students in later years...."

ERIC
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Positive Responses: 54% of teachers (N=130) E?:e both positive and negative
;eiv» nses to questions 78 and 79 respectively. Categories of positive response are as
ollows: '

Tests set instructional goals and ensure coverage and pacing: (N=18)

"They heve given me a clearer notion of what it is I am supposed to teach.”
"Standardized tests are used as a guide~like sets of objectives.”

"Cover more material in less time."

"Standardized test gives me standards for teaching and a goal to work toward. It
n;‘c?lt‘gvates me to use different teaching styles to etfectively reach all of my
children."

"I think the tests encourage teachers to insure learning."

*Standardized tests facilitate greater consistency in the curriculum both within
classrooms at a single grade level as well as across grade levels school wide."
"Directs our attention to particular skills we use in our reading, writing, thinking,
and discussion of a whole (integrated language arts program).”

"more intense teaching.”

Ensure teaching of basic skills: (N=12

"Standardized test gave a nice varjety of the different basic skills that the
children needed to master."

"The tests help us focus on certain basic skills that otherwise we may be some
what relaxed (about)." ,

"Give me the incentive to drill on a daily basis--for a short, short time--
fundamental facts."

"Puts emphasis on basic skills to that slower students master them."

"I probably put stronger emphasis on certain reading skills such as getting the
main idea and reading for details in order to achieve a higher level of
performance."

'lS‘tress on standardized items and repeated repetition helps the slow learners in
the group."

"It helps focus some teachers on basic skills who may otherwise not focus on
anything at all."

"Because of these tests I am constantly reviewing and reinforcing skills taught all
through the year."

Igen%iweakness so as to refocus instruction (for the class as a whole):

'gl use the results to help me identify the areas that my students are weak in, and
focus on those areas first before implementing new concepts."
"The areas on which a large % score low (usage, etc.) I evaluated and
restructured my instruction to improve student understanding and mastery."
"I paid closer attention to specific objectives and goals. Iused it as a guide to
gle_lt;sonal improvement in teaching.”

ey are gne resource for feedback on what I need to emphasize more in my

lesson planning."
"Some tests ask questions involving higher level thinking skills which require the
teaching of those higher level thmﬁm ing skills."
"] found out students needed more teaching of fractions and number
sequences.” _
"Emphasizing skills where students were low--using different strategies to teach
there skills. (District is getting better about offering training and encouraging
the ".se of new strategies. )"
"It aicrted me to focus on the skills the children were deficient in."

. 24
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"After I have given pretests, I can analyze the results and concentrate on wisat
areas are low.

"Identifying weakness, specifically in comprehension, has caused usto
emj'phasize critical thinking skills and allowed greater flexibility in exploring new
techniques."

Identify strengths and weakness of individual students fov extra help: (i1=139)
"Saw weaknesses in pretest and individualized instruction or used small grcup
instruction to help master basics."
"When the test was used as a diagnostic tool to determine strengths and
weaknesses." ~
"In some cases such tests have revealed weaknesses in time to remediate: such
weaknesses." .
"It gavemea chance to know what to focus on if a child was weak in a particular
area.
"Standardized tests do provide a starting point for emphasizing siudents’
strengths and weaknesses. The tests also lead parents and teacher: to
discussions of individual students that can be heipful."
"In looking at test scores I am able to help student with the area that they are
having the most trouble with."
"It helps to see what categories they are have mastered and thosr. that are
having trouble."
"It can highlight skills not mastered to be reviewed over the suramer and duaring
the upcoming year."
*"The test showed (1) the areas where students need extra help (2) enabled the
parents to share in upgrading their child’s study habits."

I emphasized word recognition skills after my ESL students did poorly.”

Improve achievement: (N=6)

"Improves basic skill:."

"g‘tate test) scores went u%lramatically."
"Reading skills and math skills were enhanced."

Writing test improves writing skills: (N=7)

"(State test) emphasis on writing results in constant writing efforts in ~1l subject
areas and development of a diversity of writing .’ «rmats."

"It helped children improve and enjoy their writing."

Improve test-taking skills: (N=8)

"Test taking skills help those students who are afraid of *st.”

"Children get the exJ)erience in taking tests. They need to be test conscious.
Society leans toward testing for many jobs."

Motivate students: (N=8)

"Children were anxious to learn to read in order to be able to take the test.
They were eager to practice problem solving skills.”

"Testing is a challenging follow up to instruction. Children love the
competition,”

"A form of goal, or incentive, to learn and do their best."

Improve student self-confidence: (N=5)

"It raised self-esteem tremendously in a couple of students who passed the tests
much to their surprise.”
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"By taking the standardized tests the students felt like they were working toward
a common goal. A hurdle to overcome. Getting high scores on the practice
tests made them feel smarter.”

Used in placement and grouping decisions: (N=2) .
*Standardized tests are part of the prerequisite to get . ito the gifted class and
advanced classes.”

"Preparing my reading and math groups.”

Provile norm-referenced information: (N=2) .
"It helps to know where students rank among the nation."

l Other positive response;: (N=13)
' e.g., ™We team taught for (the state test) and found it good for students and
teaciers.”
"It enobles pupils to do c:itical thinking."
'""They xre siraple stiaight to the point directions."
"Affirm current classroom results."

Negative Responses: 54% of teachers (N=150) _ﬁ?ve both Kositive and negative
responses to questions 78 and 79 respectively. These are the same 150 teachers who
gave positive answers above. Categories of negative respons:: #.e as follows:

Too much teaching to test content and test format: (N=06)
"ll“ﬁlachers feel pressure to ‘teach to test itzms’ and avoid higher level thinking
skills."
"I can’t get to science and social studies, like I would like to Instead, I'm
reparing my class for a standardized test."

ime I would like to have spent using the Whole Language approach was used
ur in practice tests and district practice materials. I felt pressure from ry
principal to complete all practice materials, because she feels that is the road to
success."
"Critical thinking skills are basically non-existent in our children because of drill
and practice for (Test 1), (Test 2), and (Test 3).
"You don’t fet to do as many special projects or have open discussions.”

= "[ feel I could be more creative in my teaching if I didn’t feel the necessity to be
sure every child understood each basit skill."

' "I wasn’t able to do enrichment activities because they weren’t part of the

= objectives. Students became burnt ot on basic skills."

= "Don’t go through the curriculum in orderly fashion because Uymtg to cover
things ou ine test first. Cover som~ unimportant things because they are on the

test.

"I‘e:]::h'i'ng testing skills takes so much time that much other material cannot be

taught.

"l'hmudems receive little hands-on learning in place of drill and specific skills

teaching."

"Only test objectives are being taught. We need a well rounded curriculum.”

- "#t times it does not aliow me to be as creative as I wish. Especially when it

romes to the writing. The tests expect so much structure.”

"The timing of the tests in the year covering material not appropriate to be

taught yet, yet needing to be mastered on the test."

"I spend less time teaching science and social studies because reading and math

games are so important.”
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"I‘ocka n;‘uch time i needed to emphasize test content, test taking skills, practice

work-sheets."

“Limits creative teaching—You are always teaching (or so it seems) iowards the

test--Constant reminders on the P.A. system about test scores.”

"Two weeks prior to testing an i1.crease in practice on test format disrupts our

usual unit plan, whole language, hands on approach to education."

"Constant drill, no higher cognit ve skill learning for slow learners.”

"Our lesson plans have to showihat test objectives we're working on for the

week. I'm forced to teach for th: test.” -

"We spend too much time at our school on the basics and test taking

techniques.”

"D(:lnot teach but basics on the test. Do not teach enough to excel in upper
ades.” :

g{clcm't feel I should drill for the test format all year long.”

"Had to move on too quickly in order to cover all materal required on test."

Too much time, too much testing: (N= S)

"I have a poor attitude because here in (State) we test too much. There are
State tests and national tests. We don’t need so much nor so often. It makes
me, and my students hostile toward testing."

"We spelnr} too many days on standardized or district made test preparation
matenals.’

"The time required to test detracted from time needed to teach--We used 10
days in fifth grade this year."

Test preparation boring to studencs: (N=4)

"Students and I bccome bored with practicing test taking skills."

"Kids start tuning out because they really dislike these tests (and that’s with a
positive approach frori a teacher)."

Stressful for students and teachers: (N=28)
"Pressure to do well makes everyone uptight."”
"Some of the children feared taking the tests, therefore they did not do as well
as they were capable of doing."
"It tends to add a small amount of pressare on the students, especially when
thev know how to do a certain problem but can’t remember."
"T oo structured and t=kes ‘fun’ out of learning."
"The.przssure on the students especially the younger ones of actually taking the
test itself. Some were verv nervous while others thought that the test was fun.”
*Toc: much emphasis is pat on student performance in negative ways such as
newspaper reports. This causes student aad teacher pressure and stress to
overperform.
"T'oo much emphasis and pressure from the principal, district and media. In my
gl&inion, the pressure encourages cheating from a lot of teachers."

ainly that the stadents and teachers get too stressed out before, during, and
after the test."
"Students concentrate on ‘what will te included on the test,’ students are
stressed out and get too nervous during the test." _
"Students worrying about passing or doing well. Wasting time trying to comfort
and tel'ing them to do their best.
"These test scores are used to measure my effectiveness as a teacher in the
classroom. The pressure from administration for high test scores and the media
has a negative effect on teachers."
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"Because the test results are ‘flaunted’ in the news etc., I become very resentful
at having to give the tests. The pressure is bad on teachers and therefore passed
on to students. It’s as if school’s out when tests are oomFleted." .

"The students are put under an unimaginable amount of pressure while takinf
the test and when results come back, depending on where they are, their level of
esteem is considerably dropped.

Iaaccurate measure of teachers, students, or curriculum: (N=24)

"These tests may test objectives not included in the curriculum.”

"A student may have good knowledge of information but when it comes to

testing, they can’t demonstrate it as well as everyday classroom learning."

"] feel that when scores are published other factors should be included, i.e.,

economics, and social variables.”

"(1)Comparison to others, negative effect on schools, districts, and students, (2)
ear to year comparisons, i.e., growth, not including subjective factors like

health, environnient, etc..” :

"The standardized test does not always reflect the capability of the student.

Some students test well but will perform low and vice versa."

"These tests may test obi:ctives not included in the curriculum.”

"When a student scores high and is expected to function at that level, but the

student can’t actually ﬁurfonn at grade level."

"Tests inappropriate skills.”

"Children that don't test well are penalized.”

"A teacher in the previous grade teaches to the test and as a result when 3rd

%ade gets its children we see negative growth in many subjects each year.
though we know the explanation, this negative growth has shadewed our

opinions of the jobs we’ve done...."

Negative influence on slow learners: (N=5)

"labels children."

"When students with excellent scores criticized students with lower scores, thus
making them Zeel inferior."

"Standardized tests have had a negative influence on student learning when they
are used to display their performance in a negative way rather than in a positive
manner."

Culturaily biased: (N=4)

"C\:jltural backgrounds being tested and compared--unfair to disadvantaged
students.”

"My bilingual students are sometimes not ready to take a standardized test but
the district demands it. Students often guess and get frustrated.”

Undermines teacher confidence: (N=4)

*"Teacher morale! We have been harassed unmercifully this year, and it 1s
wearing us out."

"When students still don’t score as wel! «ven when you have been reteaching
and going over skills consistently all year.”

. Other negative responses: (N=7)

"Publication in the newspaper of various schools’ scores.”

"The negutive side of the issue is that the test results sre used for all kinds of
reasons besides helping the child."

"Some become frustrated during the actual test."



*Timed for mastery; some students réquire more time than most tests allocate.

The reading passages are biased in reference to some students environment."

Only Negative: 24% (N=66) gave only negative answersb:ome said specifically that
they could not think of positive answers to question 78. Categones o only negative
responses are as follows:

Too much teaching to test content and test format: (N=28) _
"Kepetitive, boriug drill. Use of district materials required too much time."
"Standardized test has had a negative influence on my teaching because some
enrichment as well as practical skills must be set aside."

" feel very sorry for the children in (State) whose school administrators and
media cause them to miss out cn so many areas of learning. Many teachers
focus only on what tests cover, and I believe the children are suffering from it."
"I teach test taking skills because it’s required.”

"] was given an abundance of testing practice material sach month and I was
told I must do it."

"Too much time spent on test-nct enough on thinking/problera solving.”

"I had to spend a lot of time going over basic reading skills in all subject areas
and basic skills in math and Ifelt 1 couldn’t do a lot of fun math and science
activities until the test was over."

"We are constantly reminded *o practice, prastice, for the test. The fun and
excitement has been taken out 0 teachin%';

"Many types of discovery iearning sannot be assess:d. Therefore not as much
as should be is spent on this type of learning, e.g,, science projects, group
experiments." .
"] always felt things were being rushed so much. Test objectives are becoming
the subject matter and the activity of the day."

Too much time, too much testing: (N=6;

"] field-tested next year's (State test); students took one pretest for the district to

Erepare for (State test), the State test, and finally the (nationally normed test).
our weeks of testing is too much."

"Students became bored with the repetitive practice tests. Valuable class time

was lost to practice test."

Stressful for students and teachers: (N=13)

' "’ghly stressful. I don’t feel the results arc accurate. Overwhelming demands
and expectations on teachers."

“Everyone gets worked up about the test and misses the joy of learning. The
test makers gear the test toward the W.A.S.P.s and exclude most cther racial
minorities."

*Too much pressure on the students and the teachers. There is not enough tin.c
to do extra supplemental activities and enrichment work."

"Students are very nervous and worried about the tests. They tend to shut down
and not try their best."

*The teachers will cheat so that their studeass will score well, then go arcunc
bragging about it later. It creates a lot of animosity because everyone thinks
that everyone else is cheating." .

"Stress on teachers and students to be successful in a testing situation that shuts
down the normal routine for children and teachers."

"Anxiety among the children; reduction in teacher choice; de-
professionalization of teaching field."
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Negative or uafair comparisons: (N=7)
"Our standardized test scores are ty%d up and passed around to every teacher
to compare how they did to others. No mention goes to the teachers with low
classes. It is much too competitive.” _
"When two rooms had low scores, all third grades suffered the indignity of
having a weekly sit-in by a so-called ‘(Test)” heiper who did nothing but sit.”
"] do not feel standardized tests are used correctly~they should be used
di?nostieally not judgmentally. 1should feel free to use them to help students,
and not have them used against me. The public a press constantly tear schools
:'?an because their test scores aren’t as high as another. No one sees the fact

at we don’t all get students who are on the same level. I'm tired of being
mmayed as an incompetent because of low scores.”

y children are intermediate bilingual and being compared with standard

English speaking classes which have quite a head start. This is asking more than
is reasonable for some of them."

Inaccurate mag: ure of teachers, students, or curriculum: (N=6)

"Scﬁr.ne of my students don't test well, although they are very creative and high
achievers.”

"Beca\l:lsde of the extreme emphasis placed on these tests, I feel the results are
nmva : ."

"Some people have test anxiety. The results are not related to their everyday
skills. ‘This can track a child and determine future placements.”

"] feel that the tests we take are not testing what we should know at that grade
level. Too much preparation time is expected.”

Negatcivc influence on slow learners: (N=3)

"Timed tests are veiy frustrating to a class of below average, at risk students.
They need situatior:s that are successful.”

"}Il'h.e negative influence is reflected in the students’ self concept. They compare
their scores."

Uadermines teacher confidence: (N=2)
"It is discouraging to me and I feel very constricted as a teacher. I'm the
example: discouraged. I'm applying to another district.”

Other negative responses: (N==1)
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